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REASONS IN SUPPORT OF APPLICANT'S PRE-APPEAL 
BRIEF REQUEST FOR REVIEW 



Sir: 



This document is submitted in support of the Pre- Appeal Brief Request for Review filed 
concurrently with a Notice of Appeal in compliance with 37 C.F.R. 41 .31 and with the rules set 
out in the OG of July 12, 2005 for the New Appeal Brief Conference Pilot Program, which have 
been extended indefinitely. 

No fee or extension of time is believed due for this request. However, if any fee or 
extension of time for this request is required, Applicant requests that this be considered a petition 
therefor. The Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any additional fee, which may be 
required, or credit any refund, to our Deposit Account No. 50-0220. 

Applicant hereby requests a Pre-Appeal Brief Review (hereinafter "Request") of the 
claims finally rejected in the Final Office Action mailed December 28, 2007 (hereinafter "Final 
Action"). The Request is provided herewith in accordance with the rules set out in the OG dated 
July 12, 2005. 

Applicant respectfully submits that the rejections of the currently pending claims under 
Section 103 are clearly erroneous for at least the reason that neither of the cited references, alone 
or in combination, discloses or suggests configuring a plurality of switch domes such that a 
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response is output only if two adjacent ones of the plurality of switch domes are actuated at the 
same time as discussed herein and in Applicant's previously filed Amendment dated October 31, 
2007. Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests review of the present application by an appeal 
conference prior to the filing of an appeal brief In the interest of brevity and without waiving the 
right to argue additional grounds should this Petition be denied, Applicant will only discuss the 
recitations of independent Claims 1, 4, and 7. 

Independent Claims 1, 4, and 7 are Patentable 

Independent Claims 1, 4, and 7 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over prior art cited in the Specification (APA) in view of U. S. Patent No. 
6,781,076 to Takiguchi et al. (hereinafter "Takiguchi"). (Final Action, page 2). Independent 
Claim 1 is directed to a switch dome device for operating functions in electronic equipment. The 
device comprises a plurality of switch domes and an AND circuit and recites, in part: 

wherein outputs of adjacent switch domes are connected to inputs of the 
AND circuit and the switch dome device is responsive to only two adjacent ones 
of the plurality of switch domes actuated at a time for operating a function. 
(Emphasis added). 

Independent Claims 4 and 7 include similar recitations. As explained on page 8, lines 20 and 21 
of the Specification, no response is provided if one of the plurality of switch domes is actuated. 
A response is provided only if two adjacent ones of the plurality of switch domes are actuated at 
the same time according to the independent claims. 

The Final Action acknowledges that the APA does not disclose the recited AND circuit, 
but alleges that Takiguchi provides the missing teachings at col. 12, lines 35-51. (Final Action, 
pages 2 - 3). In sharp contrast to the recitations of independent Claims 1, 4, and 7, however, the 
passage cited from Takiguchi explains that an AND circuit may be used in a device with four 
switch elements such that eight functions can be selected corresponding to the actuation of the 
four switch elements individually and the actuation of adjacent pairs of the switch elements. 
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(Takiguchi, col. 12, lines 38 - 43). Thus, Takiguchi teaches that a response is provided even if a 
single switch element is actuated , not only if two adjacent switch elements are actuated. 

In response to this analysis, the Final Action states: "...Takiguchi clearly describes 
the functions only being performed when two domes adjacent with one another are 
actuated simultaneously (see col. 12, lines 27 - 51)." (Final Action, page 4). 
Respectfully, this is not true. Takiguchi, col. 12, lines 27 - 42 state: 

Alternatively, in the four-directional multi-way switch of the above 
embodiment, it is also possible to arrange the circuit construction such that when 
adjacent two switch elements (for example, the switch elements 41 and 42) are 
turned on or off together by depressing one corner of the top wall 12 of the 
operation knob 1 to swing it downwardly, another function is selected, which is 
different from the functions selected when each of the adjacent two switch 
elements alone is turned on or off . For example, it can be arranged that an AND 
circuit for adjacent two switch elements is provided, and when a signal is 
outputted from the AND circuit, another function is selected. In such case, there is 
obtained an advantage that the four-directional multi-way switch of the above 
embodiment can be extended up to the eight-directional multi-way switch without 
adding any projections and corresponding switch elements. (Emphasis added). 

As highlighted above, Takiguchi teaches that respective functions are provided for 
turning on/off each switch element individually and a different function from one of those 
provided from individual actuation of the switch elements is provided when adjacent 
switch elements are activated together. Applicant submits, therefore, that the rejection of 
the independent claims under Section 103 is clearly erroneous for at least the reason that 
the combination of cited references does not disclose or suggest configuring a plurality of 
switch domes such that a response is output only if two adjacent ones of the plurality of 
switch domes are actuated at the same time. 
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For at least the foregoing reasons, Applicant respectfully requests that the present 
application be reviewed and that the rejection of independent Claims 1, 4, and 7 be reversed by 
the appeal conference prior to the filing of an appeal brief. 

Respectfully submitted, 




D. Scott Moore 
Registration No. 42,01 1 
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